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STRATEGIC PLANNING 
WORKING GROUP
 Purpose: The purpose of the Strategic Planning Working Group is to provide 

community leaders and Ipswich residents with a variety of future planning 
scenarios and infrastructure investment information. The strategic plan will 
allow managers and residents to better appreciate our future planning needs, 
understand the costs, benefits, and interactions of various planning scenarios, 
and make thoughtful and effective decisions. 

 Goal: To develop a cost projection and investment model for key infrastructure 
developments in Ipswich, MA. Utilizing the model, propose for Tri-Board 
discussion 5-10 different scenarios that project future capital planning and 
community-based infrastructure development within the Town of Ipswich for 
the next 10-15 years. 



STRATEGIC PLANNING 
WORKING GROUP
 What the Report IS:A summary of the majIpswicoverthe next 20+ years

• What the Report IS:

• A summary of the major capital and operational investments faced by Ipswich 
over the next 20+ years

• Requests/recommendations from utilities, ELD, public works, facilities, public 
safety, and schools

• Cost estimates for each investment

• Fiscal impact (property tax or utility rate increase) for each investment

• Project sequence based on recommendations from each department

• What the Report is NOT:

• Judgement on the need for or value of each investment

• Fully reflective (yet) of the Town’s climate plan and goals

 Requests/recommendations from utilities, ELD, public works, facilities, public safety, 

and schools



ACTIVITIES

 Develop financial data on each investment
 Amount, debt service (Cap Ex), tax impact

 Determine assumptions and scenarios

 Develop cost/benefit analysis for each investment and scenario

 Present and discuss with Boards and Public



INVESTMENTS

 Public Safety Building

 Elementary School Building(s)

 Roads

 Open Space

 School Operational Override

 Town Operational Override

 Water Utility Systems

 Electric Utility Systems



ANALYSIS

 Property Value Growth (historic and 10-year average)

 Debt service term

 Tax or Rate impact

 Sequencing of investments

 Planning Horizon was ten (10) years to address known, 
immediate needs



ASSUMPTIONS

 3% property value growth (10-year average)
 Compared to 4% historic average

 2.35% Escalation on $500,000 home 

 Debt Service term = max allowed or historic practice

 Project sequence based on need
 e.g. School operational override FY23 & FY29



REFERENCES

• Facilities Condition Assessment

• Energy Reduction Plan

• Open Space Bond Parcel List

• Pavement Management Plan

• Town Capital Plan

• Water & Wastewater Capital Plans

• Public Safety Building Plans

• School Building Plans



SCENARIOS

 Level Debt max allowable borrowing term

 Level Principal max allowable borrowing term

 Level Debt historic practice allowable borrowing term

 Level Principal historic practice allowable borrowing term



INVESTMENT SEQUENCE

 FY21 - FY25 : Water & Wastewater

 FY22 : Public Safety Building

 FY24 : Capital Operating Override

 FY23 + FY29: School Operating Override

 FY24 & FY26 & FY31 : Elementary School Building(s)

 FY22 + FY24 + FY27 + FY30 : Major Road Paving

 Electric – Basic Service Rate



PROJECT TIMELINE SCENARIOS

• FY22 Public Safety Building – Level Debt Service & Level Principal

• FY24 Feasibility Study School Building

• FY26 & FY31 Construct New School Building(s)

• Multiple years of Paving Projects

• Multiple projects Open Space

• FY24 Facilities Override

• FY23 & FY29 School Operating Override

• Utilities Estimated User Charges including Water & Sewer Projects



FY22 PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING 
LEVEL DEBT SERVICE & LEVEL PRINCIPAL



REVISION OF ONE SCHOOL BLDG. COSTS & 
ESCALATION OF TWO SCHOOL BLDG. COSTS

One School New Doyon New Winthrop

FY W/ MSBA  3%w/ MSBA - 3% No MSBA  3%

2016 40,060,855$    

2017 41,262,681$    

2018 42,274,554$   42,500,561$    

2019 43,542,791$   43,775,578$    

2020 44,849,074$   45,088,845$    

2021 46,194,547$   46,441,511$    

2022 47,580,383$   47,834,756$    

2023 49,007,794$   49,269,799$    

2024 50,478,028$   50,747,893$    

2025 51,992,369$   52,270,329$    

2026 53,552,140$   31,342,000$   53,838,439$    

2027 55,453,592$    

2028 57,117,200$    

2029 58,830,716$    

2030 60,595,638$    

2031 62,413,507$    

Doyon School figure had 

an escalator included for 

a 2026 start.  This 

includes MSBA funding.

The Winthrop School had 

the 2016 cost and the 

escalator was applied to 

the full construction cost 

with no MSBA assistance.

The one School approach 

uses a 3% escalator to 

2026.



ONE SCHOOL BLDG. FY24 FEASIBILITY THEN FY26 SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
TWO SCHOOL BLDG. FY24 FEASIBILITY & FY29 FEASIBILITY BUILDING
LEVEL DEBT SERVICE ONLY 



MULTI YEAR PAVING PROJECTS

$1,600,000  in FY22 $4,400,000 in FY24 $1,000,000 in FY27 $1,000,000 in FY30

Paving - Topsfield Road Paving - High Street Paving - Argilla Road  
Paving - Jeffries Neck 

Road 



MULTI YEAR OPEN SPACE LAND ACQUISITIONS

$500,000 in FY22 $1,000,000 in FY28 $1,000,000 in FY33 $1,500,000 in FY38

Land Acquisition Land Acquisition Land Acquisition Land Acquisition 



FACILITIES OVERRIDE OF $1M PROPOSED FY24



SCHOOL OVERRIDE OF $2.9M PROPOSED FY23 & FY29



REVISED UTILITIES ESTIMATES
CAPITAL AND OPERATING INCREASES THROUGH FY40

FY

Water Debt 

Service

Sewer Debt 

Service

Electric   

Debt 

Service

FY21 830,074$     546,901$     $634,975 

FY22 1,258,851$ 1,184,164$ $894,675 

FY23 1,455,556$ 1,085,708$ $1,049,125 

FY24 1,687,766$ 1,572,435$ $1,469,525 

FY25 4,074,407$ 1,603,657$ $1,429,750 

FY26 4,104,424$ 1,634,288$ $1,709,350 

FY27 4,151,985$ 1,635,903$ $2,021,800 

FY28 4,156,401$ 1,632,181$ $2,145,900 

FY29 4,139,637$ 1,640,931$ $2,056,000 

FY30 4,187,088$ 1,668,857$ $2,182,400 

FY31 4,211,471$ 1,695,478$ $1,986,000 

FY32 4,117,083$ 1,720,796$ $2,094,000 

FY33 4,022,452$ 1,686,195$ $2,042,000 

FY34 3,856,564$ 1,531,400$ $2,170,000 

FY35 3,761,782$ 1,491,633$ $2,294,000 

FY36 3,667,004$ 1,317,293$ $2,234,000 

FY37 3,429,260$ 1,212,431$ $2,454,000 

FY38 3,335,703$ 1,179,494$ $2,386,000 

FY39 3,227,145$ 1,146,558$ $2,318,000 

FY40 3,134,075$ 1,113,621$ $2,250,000 



CONSIDERATIONS

 Fiscal impact on individual taxpayer/ratepayer

 Fiscal impact on taxpayer/ratepayer of avoidance/delay

 Overall economic impact of increased Ipswich COL

 Opportunity costs

 Impact on services

 Other costs



COST OF AVOIDANCE – PUBLIC SAFETY 
BUILDING 

Benefits of New Public Safety Building Impact of Staying in Existing Public 
Safety Buildings 

Serve the entire population which has grown to 
our current population (14,000) 

Limited square footage to provide essential 
services that our public safety personnel 
struggle to perform 

Three studies determined we need 21,000 Sq. 
Ft. for current police operations, current 
building size is 7,400 Sq. Ft. 

Lack of Storage Space – Tents and storage 
trailers are used for expensive equipment 
(shortens useful life of equipment) 

Costs for maintaining a new building will be far 
less than current expenses 

Increased construction costs in delaying a 
necessary building expense 

Would accommodate 6 Critical Departments 
(Police, Fire, Emer. Mngmt, Harbors, Shellfish 
and ECC) 

No secure space for servers/records/evidence, 
all mandated by state and federal laws. 

Repurpose or Sell three (3) old buildings No ADA compliance in existing buildings or 
equal facilities for female officers/staff (locker 
rooms, bathrooms) 

 



COST OF AVOIDANCE – FACILITIES OVERRIDE

Benefits of a Successful Facilities 
Override 

Impact of No Override 

Additional monies for repairs and maintenance 
to extend useful life of Town & School Buildings 

Increased Costs of repairs 

Additional Staffing to take handle smaller 
maintenance and painting projects 

Increase in Emergency repairs due to delay in 
maintenance and repair 

Decrease need for Free Cash Funding through 
Capital Plan 

Fail to address budget deficit resulting in 
increased costs to maintain the Towns buildings 

Take full advantage of Facilities Needs 
Assessment  

Diminished economic vitality due to 
deteriorating buildings 

 



COST OF AVOIDANCE – 4 PAVING PROJECTS 

Benefits of Bonding Large    

Paving Projects
Impact of No Large Paving Projects

Topsfield Rd ς оΦо ƳƛƭŜǎ 5ŜǇƻǘ {ǉΦ ǘƻ 

Town Line = $1.6M  Paved 13 yrs. ago

5ŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ нέ ǇŀǾƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ŦƻǊŎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ Ŧǳƭƭ 

reclaim & repave, increasing costs $1M

High Street Area ς м ƳƛƭŜ Ҍ ŎǳǊōƛƴƎΣ 

sidewalks & drainage = $4.4M  

30% design completed on project.  High traffic 

area in center of town. Deferring this project 

will increase costs significantly

Jeffreys Neck Rd CƭƻƻŘ aƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ς пY ŦǘΦ 

raising elevation of the road 2 ft. to avoid 

flooding = $1.5M

Recent project on hold due to FEMA review.  

Project contract extension completion date 

Dec. 2022.  Matching grant funds necessary.

Argilla RdΦ wŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎȅ !ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ς нΦпY ŦǘΦ 

road raising & replacing culvert with larger 

center culvert and 2 side culverts to divert 

water.

Coastal Resilience matching grant funds 

necessary to protect Argilla Road from 

increased flooding and climate change 

impacts.  Argilla Rd. is entry point to Crane's 

Beach and the Crane Estate.



COST OF AVOIDANCE – SCHOOL OVERRIDE



COST OF AVOIDANCE – NEW ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL BUILDING(S)



COST OF AVOIDANCE – WATER-WASTEWATER

BENEFITS OF PROACTIVE 

REHABILITATION PROJECTS

IMPACTS OF NOT FUNDING 

REHABILITATION PROJECTS

Restore useful life of assets Likelihood of failure increases

Reduce costly/disruptive emergency repairs Interruption of service to customers

Projects guided by Asset Management Plan, 

developed and planned in advance, 

minimize custover and system impacts

Public health, safety, beaches, and shell 

fishing compromised

Project costs are more accurately projected
Greater cost of repairs under emergency 

conditions

Funding planned in advance with customer 

costs projected
Greater project cost if projects delayed

Ensures reliable service to customers into 

future

Potential state and federal fines for 

violation of permits



OTHER COMMENTS

Scenarios for residents

 Taxpayer (property owners - residential or commercial)

 WWW ratepayer (water/sewer only)

 Electric ratepayer (all)



15 YEAR SUMMARY CHART OF ALL PROJECTS 



FY20 TO FY39 ESTIMATED PROJECTS & UTILITIES



STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKING 
GROUP

Next Steps?


